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" INTRODUCTION . 3 . TO THE EDUGATIONAL RESOURGES.

-
L]

In’ tﬁis paper we will give a brief account‘of gn]'a*—going

' : .’ ) \ i E
international °study of written composition. Fifteed  member

e . .
. ’

Evaluaiion of Educational Achievemént) from all over the . world

“are collaborating on the project. A fairly. large set of writing’

tasks has been presented in somé countries to one population of
: > ,

students, in some to two and in some to all three populations,

., ' - .
représen@ing end of primary education (Fop. A}, end of compulsaory

edqcatidn (Fop B), and the pre-university year (Pop C), respecti-

'vely (forr a detailed account, see Table 1, Appendix 1). The

/

recommended minimum Eample sizes were So'blasses forr Fopulations’
A and C and’ 100 for Pop B. L

»

We will . first place the study within its larger conte t.
After that we proceed to describe the aims of the project, its
design and écope...we will.give particular emphasis ' to the tasks

and to the scéfihg procedures. We will al'so preésent some results

« @

concerning the pilot stages o+ the projec:t§

.

We wish to point. out that this_ is. not Vthe. "official"

[ 4

.
. ¥ , , . .
.

or complete presentation of the IEA Written Compésition Study. We

3

whave chosen to highlight some aspects of the study ang have added

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."
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gome personal reflections and interpretations,

-
.

raper pﬂgsented at an Interpational Writing Convention, School
of Education, Univarsity of East Anglia, Norwich, March 31-April

4, 1985‘- L e : ) [ !
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Since the late 1950 &y a numbg{ of edug:tional reséarcheéﬁ
and research institutions have been workiqg on an empirically

‘oriented _gompanative research program. A small feasﬂbﬁlit&'study

was carried oGt by the IEA in i959~1é62.' Thig was followed by a

» »
First Mathematics Sgudy in the mid 1R60°'s (with 12 countries/

schdul systems participating) and by ix studies in 1970-1?71.A

1
.

Thase covered SCience (19 codntries), Reading Comprehensipn S18)

A -

Literéfure (10), French as a fdrexgn language %(8), English as a-

- foreyjgn. language (iu), and Civit Education (19). On—going studies.

cofprise ‘a secénd mathematics and scienae study and a study gf“

clMssroom activities. Since 1979, work has been garried out on an

internatidnai study of written dompasition. ?

A number of internatioral and nationél'repaktg' havé been »

published on'tha-Eompleted studies. Similarly, a great number of
‘ P ' - r T ,
jourmal articles have been published, as a bibliography of IEA-

-

related publications shows.

A MANAGEMENT OF THE STUDY

Like all lEA studies, the Written Compositions study has a

’

complex mangaément stryucture. The International Froject Coumcil

?

at its annual méeting makes general policy decisions. Dr. Alan C.

Furves from the University of Iliinois at Urbana Champaign is the

'J
Fhair of the IFC, More specific planning is the responsibility of

the International Steering Committee, chaired by Anneli Vahapassi

>

* from Finland. Members are Tom Gorman (England & Wales), Judit

£

Hadar~Fuiop\ (Hungary), Eva Baker (USA), Alan €. Furves (USA),
. I3 V4 .

)Haldo Wesdorp {Netherlands, until 1985){ Fai Obanya (Nigeria) and

\Raimu Fonttinen (Finland). Sauli Takala (Finland) is the Interna-

tional Coordinater and Elgine Degenhart (USA) Depﬁty Coordinator.
« ' ¢ .
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rby the Curriculum Labnratory and the Institute fur Educat%onal

'bLudy Committea,, which has .met; a few t1mes to discuss‘-tng'

EEIESOR - a0 A DS Y S RTCE LA (R o s n pie SUPE TR T 8 = 3 TN SUIRFRNTN col-trat CUIRNE TN S . SR T M N T o ar TR R s A
U 1T R TR -:*!.'----?f'f-"*’?ﬁ":ﬁ%ﬁ»&-"--‘v")’:ﬁ S T R g e R A N e R x’? i R LR S :

Pl . ...--'- P IR B i.'- f',' . . . ’&‘ g .
' < ’ - ! ’ ‘ : . . .:- o . * .

From January 1981 ta\4311 1984, ' the Internatinnai 'Coordinating

-

Center was locatad at the Curriculum Laboritury (UIUCL Synde_tha

fall of 1984 tha coord1nating of the praject is managed Jjoi ely
)

. ‘- . 7. .

Research; Universxty of Jyvéskyla. <« : . '

.

National Research Coordinatoqﬁ constxtute the Infernationai

L4
.

,inplementatiOn‘of'the_study according to common pléns. RN

A3
™~
" : s,

’ ) . - \
The costs of international courdination haye been paid b«:

“the IlEA, while the national costs of lmpiementing the study are—.
! bl »

paid. by each nhrticiﬁatgng country. ‘4 IRV S i
o e - e |
N . . . .-o . \, . . . - -
) ﬁD§SIBN.AND AIMS OF THE STUDY .
The IEA International Stu§y_of Written Compoéition éeeks to .
accomplish the following tasks:- . : ' - .

(1) to 'contribute to the conceptualjization of the domain * of
writing and partftularly the domain of school-based written
-compasxtion, ’

)a(z) ‘to develop a an international}y appropnxate set of writing

(4) to identify factors which explain differences qnd .patterns

* tasks and a system for asses§1nn compositions whith |is
applicable acrass countries/school systems and across
languages, - ‘ ' :

(Z) to describe retent developments and the current state of
instruction in written composition in the participating

countries/schooly systems, and - e

in the performahce of written composition’ and other
outcomes, with particular attention to cultural bac-ground,
curriculum and teaching practices. : '

The independent and de endept variables of the study and their

-

prasumed relatiénships are illustratéd in Figure ..1. UWe will

*
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Place Figure 1 about here-
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. begih with th cbnceptualization'and'aparatipﬁélizatiun 6t the
gih | : _ e .

»
- )

dependeqt variable.

. . - e ) LN . a
] - ~ .

. * 1 : ' DEPENDENT VABIABLE:-NRITING TASKS '‘AND SCORES )
A . . . . '. " . ‘ . ° . . n
| E:gglgmg ::gla;eg to the dependent e.c.z.églg *
. : : The greatest challenge in the study has been the wurk on the
v :
' dependent var:able. Here we’:an give only(a brief accoupt‘qf it
oo (far a detailed ,accaunt,~ sep Véhdpassi, . 198#‘ \1983). Three .
prablem areaé 'had to be addressed: - .
-N:“l, Fyoblems related to:the’ construction of writing tasks o
. =——-_ ‘' f(a) What is the total domain of writing, especially school -
PO S .* “based  domain . of written compnsition? This . required Lot
ﬁbkgx A ‘ canceptual analysis and synthesis. . N
o P e ) ’. ‘ ' .
- * ~(b) What is the appropriate sample fram the total domain'’ s
Uf . . for.the students concérned?  What sub-domains should be . - =
’ included in the set of/g;;ting tasks? . : - R
(c) What 1is ;ihe appropriate system “for specifying the |
> tasks? : _ : ' ' ' _
(d) How should the actual writing'ta\ks be formulated? N
II.-Froblems related to the allocation of writing tasks . - . :
[ b » ; . ’
v (=) What kind of tasks should be pfesented to each of the =
three student pnpulations? _ B N ~ oL .
. . (fl How should populat:ons be linked_through common tasks: - fﬁ
(g) How many tasks should/can each student be asked to‘ %
respond to? ) 4
,/—'—"’_ . * \ %3
(i) If task roetation is necessary, how should it be done REE
. 50 as to maximize the ‘information obtained and ]
s ‘ minimize problems that are.related to rotation? .
fIl. Froblems related to rating of student scripts ' ' QA
. . ' . . . . :L..-S
, " (j) What rating system should be used (e.g., holistic, . - ",ﬁf
primary traxt, analyt1Ea1)7 \ : N . -iff
(k) How can a rating system be gonstructed which can be f 
applied in a comparable way in all papt1cipating“ :
countries? ' - )
y _ . , | ' " .

It is passible'to focus here on a few of these problems only.

@ s
. .
a . ’ :
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A .Specificetion of the Domain of Writing:

After © an extensive reQiéw of the problem area and after
having tried several systems and discarde& them, ‘the +ollow1ng

approach (Figure 2) was adopted (for a more-detailed éccount, see, ., o
. : . . _ . | e e
. Véhapassx, 198‘, 19833, . 0 RN
. ' . A ‘ . ) .‘. : ’ . 4 ‘

=====I===-='===========.‘===ra= ) - \

Flace Figure 2 here. . -7 N

4 S mm e e e s s Tt T et e ¢ a- : ’ :
- e c ‘ o - . . ‘ - . : e

- , v e . _
The systam'kelates\the primary Purpose. adB audien;e.bf wrigypg/{;

the .level and object of cogn:tive processeé iﬁvolved. in the

<

writ%ng task.‘This pives us a.typology and we can test it in. some
respéct; hy  trying tp’p;ace varioqs communzcagiun tasks and
'wrrting. products in i%ts cells.  This has - been 111ustrated
*selectively in Figpre 2. Niﬁhout‘goigp into detail, suffice it to

say that up to now., the model has served as a very useful tool in

e

solvxng a number €L problema. We will return to the model later v

-t » Qn.e . . : . . '

. | Sampling of tasks icgm the domain

g ) In the IEA study, writxng has been consxdered an' ‘act of

*

. communication about some topicv betweeﬁ”hkhe wrxter and the
reader (s) (addressée/audience). The writer has a certaxn puradse

in writing.,and his ultimate goal is communicative effectiveness
\ . . . . .
(effective expression). Typically the writer. produces a . text

alone, without the immediate feedback from (cooperation/negotia-

tion with) the reader.? This latter--aspect seems.to be one af the

. most importanﬁ features that distinguiéhes writing from face-to-

L4

face conversational interaction (Takala, 1982, . 1983). The above

t .
. .élscussion has been shown schematically in Figure 3.

-

" Place Figure 3 here~

-
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) . The tasks of °the IEA Weitten. Composition Study  can be <
! reljted -to,’ ae domain'specification grid (Figure 2) and to the o
Ny : R
, .rhetorxcal model of writzng (Figure 3) as follows: * - " - DR
e (1) Tasks that emphas;ve the perspectivg of the writer B
' - Task 5: wrxte a personab story . . «
S Iag& g:‘ ‘write a "free" composition on an ambiguous and o Mg@
_ : evocative pictorial stxmulus _ B : k\\\ 2 ' s
J (2) TasLs that emphasxze the pérspective of, the topic u%
i Task 2: summar:ze'h text o ;- k I@?
. Task.3: - retell a story (in a shorter form) _ ' e £y
' Task 4a: describe a rituwal mask R ' e
Tagk 4b: ‘describe a process of -doing sqmething
! Ig§£ 7: write a reflectiva essay . : : ”
: ' ' =5
(3):Tasks that emphasize the perspective of the readerr “ri:
‘ Iggh &: try to persuade ‘the reader. to share the writer’ 5 . %;
. ° strong view about ‘something ' . ; . i
- . . . - L .-,::.
(4) Tasks that have several perspectives - ﬁ;
' Tagk la: describe a desired bicycle to an uncle who- AR
\ wishes to buy one_as.a birthday present. . . ... ... .. - ... %%
. N o . . g
Taghk 1b: describe oneself to a penfriend whom the . : &
student is going to visit so as to make . 3
it possible for the penfriend to idantify 2
the student as he comes to meet the student v Lk
Tagk 1c: write a note to the principal/headmaster ‘ Loy
canceling . scheduled meeting ' )
. . » . . - ‘
Task 1d: leave a messaga at home ' lling where the
. student has gone after school ,
- L) ¢ - . . 3
Tashk le: Writae a legte? applying feor an advertised
sunmer job . : .
3 . . . . Y \
| Note tnat the writer—-reader social status and) the topit is \
varied systematically. ' T
) Task 9: write a letter to a younger student who is
coming to study at the same school as the
twriter, telling the new student how he/sha
shquld write in the new school “to get good
grades.
If we focus on the purpaose of the tasks, we can see that
Tasks 1, 2, 3, 4 and 9 have a predominantly informational
Q purpose. The expressive purpose is dohinant_in Tasks S5 and 8.
ERIC : _ - e ‘ , :
Aruitox: provided by exic [ . ‘l




Tasks 1e’ and - & have a. persuasive,

wplzgat;ve/interpretive purpmee.

f; . If we pay attentzon te the :ognxtve'structu ¢ of the taske,
we might sugqesg that Tasks 1:, ld, '2. '3y b B have a
. \structure baeed mainly on a.temporal organ;zatxon (an account " of

Levents): Tasks la, ib and 4a have a structure baeed maihly on a

spatial ornanxzat;on (an account af the phyexcal chara;teristics

‘ . of objects). Tasks le, &y 7, 8 and 9 have a stru

ma:nly on a logical organizatzon tan® a:cgunt~of igeas and thouqht"

\ -o.. L

structures). Other classiftcations are,’ of ceuree, possible. For .

L} .
o . L

an example of actual tasks, see Appendax g.\;

After gonsidering and .ylng aut varrous scering eystems

—ce {holistic, primary trait; ana al), it was agreed that the

I most appropriate one was a system which'_combined 'a holistic
. gverall impreesiod markinq ehd analytical marking. Figure 4 is
an attempt ty summarize the conceptualization werk.done in deve-

loping thefscoring system. <y &

- »

Sy TRy S Setbd W STV WY o—— w— - ”c—.”" S it GV A G — s ——
.—-.--m.———-=~=—_-=—=- 3 ~F—f— -3}~ o] .

FPlace Figure 4 ‘here
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(.

The overall construct "student writing" is divided into two
sub—-construcfs: "writing compefﬁnce" and "writing preferences"”

‘We are corcerhed here mainly with writing competence, which is
. - ‘0 -
taken to consist ~of, “"discourge-structuring competence” tor
- l ‘ “’ . ‘
- rhetorical cqffhetence) and of ‘“text-producing _competence"

Y R

. P
o k., ek

Rhetorical competence is assumed to require both ‘“cognitive

competenge” and "social compatence”

I P

& . . BESTCOPYAVALABLE
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- - Cognitive competence is manifested.in.iliocutiohary'effecti-

veness, 1.@., in the ability of writers to make:readers easily

. o | =
recognize the ccmmunicative-inteni. Thie is operationalized. in

our scoring echeme ae rated "Qualzty and ecupe of ‘ideas" and

7

as rated ;uccess in the’"Drganzzatxon and'Presentatiun of Caon-

’

tent". In some tasks, wrxters also aim at perlncutznnary effect1~

[ 4

~

) venees, i @ they want to get the'feaders to do sbmething. Thie

may mean that writers wish to have readers entertained ‘ar " have
them change their minds,,or.even do,eomething concrete_after such

a .change of ming. . Such perlocutionary effectiveness presupposes

awarenes of rea&ers' norms, attitudes, etc. In our scoring scheme

this ie!operetionalized,in part, a ”Styleland Appropriateness of

*

Tone".

s, , . ‘ ' . E
Text-producing-.cpmpetence presupposes "linguistic compe-

tence" and “motor competence" These are opeqhtienalized in our

L
*

“ecoring scheme as rated cumpetence in using .“gkammatical-.fear

tures", Mrpellxng and ortographic cunventxone" and "handwriting

and neatness", all rated in accordance with national norms. For a
sampie scoring scheme, see Appendix 3.

, The fact that raters are readers and will, in spite of

U : . . .
their attempt °to rate compositions as objectively as possible,

according to t;e categories of the sccring scheme, have a

‘ 1)

subjective rasponse to the scripts. Faor this reason, we have
added .a category, “Response of Rater", which allows raters to
indicate such a response. This is another way of trying to get an

- S A
estimate of perlocutionary effectiveness.

T I s e e — v - e - -

fRE scoring scheme ie-eupplemented-with a scoring scale,
which consists of a number: af compositions that exemplify various
scale point values of the scheme. There were no particular

probleme in having ‘a consensus on the adopted scoring scheme. 0On

o g v BESTCOPYAVAIABLE -
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difficult and Iabarxous task.- . : . A !

'the other hand. the cunstrdctian of the scoring scales was a

[ .’ l .
: L

There were .several- prablems that had to be addressed. The

. ¢

most di+ficu1t one was how to establxsh internatianally agreeq_

' sccres far cumpnszttons.wr1ttun in several different langqages..A

)

ng@ber of’ alternatxvgs were conszderad (e.g., translation into

severai\\»Lénguages, use of bilingual raters, having an
. < S, \- . ’V ) t.\. B .
international 'ragiﬁg panel). After long discussions, it was

agreed -that the most'"-feasiblé solution was as follows: (1) Pilot
test the tasks: (°) Natianal Centers select a Set of compositions
b

representing the whole performance rqnge, and rate them accarding

to ngtional-norms. (3) Translate thesa:propased “benchmark“ com-

positions carefully into English, following a common | set of -

1

guidelines. (4). Assemble juries with an internatiqnal comﬁasition

and have them rate the (sometimes translated) compozitions after

the juries have been‘traiqed.accordinﬁ to the established  train;f'

. : —— e - .

. ! ’
ing system. (5) In ratipng the compositions of the main study, use
the original benchmaﬁks (written in the sourcé language) with -

their international scores in rater training and as a reference

in final rating. (&) Check the comparability of rating in parti-

cipating countries by means of a cdmmon "international calibra--

-

tion set", which is a set of compositions with a high degree of

-

cConsaensus.

— e o . . W BT —

Some Results : . »

The system described in thg'above was applied for the first
time during the third International Study Committeé Meeting in
- 3

Urbana in the spring of 1984. »
Four international Jjuries cdnsisting of five National

\]
*

Research- Coordinators were set up.  Members of the Steering Com—-

mittee served as jury leaders ‘and native speakers of English as

.. . 1p - BESTCOPY AVAlLABLE
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Y rapporteurs, - . ,

Y

ljmifed mpainly to Population B. Altogether  some 1,400

1

'\V the Pargef aspect that had been given. a .nationally ' proposed

wayt S ' . '

4 o~ if there was a 4 out of 5 aareement on'.ihe nationally
proposed target aspect, the score was international validated

. (whather it was identical with or lower or higher than the

o national suggastiun) , .
* ~ if there was A lower agreement ~ or if a jury wantgd another
jury ‘to ,Have | a 'lodok at somé compositions for -whatever
reasons - such compositions were referred to rescoring
- if some composi ions recéived highly uniform scores on all

target aspects, they were: singled aut as candidates for . the

. international célibration set. . ..

N N .

. The results uf\the Urbana scoring sess:on have been paqfly'

analyzﬁd and can be br;efly summarized a% follows. e

‘.

{1) By using a commbn set ~of composxtio?s scared by all Jury’

members after they have finished scoring. a partz:ular task, it

. was found that thera was full agreem&nt in 22% of - all cases,

[ ‘\ R .

78,2%4. agreement with one scale point deviance. ' This was lower

than we had hoﬁed, but not unusual éyen when raters belong to the

same interpretive commu iity. The proaduced benchmark scores do not

] R . ¢’

constitute as good ‘a yardstick as is desirable.

- A

(2) There was some systematic difference in jury leniency ( mean

‘of all differences .n means between all pairs of juries .326).

(%) The aQéraga standard deviations of Jjuries varied only

) ] “~ . ' ?

slightly. . s . ~
: o . : .

(4) The perception of quality of compositions was to a large

ertent convergent between Suries as medi an cur"lat1ons rangxng

between .83 and .91 on dszerenq aspects show.
. . . \ ¢

At

. (S) Jury homogeneity was fairly qood (.85 aoar higher, Cronbach’'s

; ) :\ 4 . BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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The sstablishdent ,qf’E;;::mqus and:célibra;ian: BELE wWas

) .‘, : ' . u . .
s - compositions hgé/to'be rated, di}g:iif:, and commented on. ‘Each

‘Juryrmember scored abput S00 cbﬁb_si%&o é._Jury members knew only

~initial score. The rccmposiﬁiqns were hafdled in the followiﬁg'

: ‘.. -
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h (5) There was considerable scale sdyinkages .tne‘S—pqint .s;a1e~ %?

| lnlshrank to é'Sfpnxnt scale :n-about‘héif-aiwthe‘casés.‘ ThisF}s to rf,
f;' > some, exﬁeﬁt an artifaﬁi;' becausa in some case;'ccuntrxes had a \; {1X%:
_?  . *small pilot sample and reporggq*fnag~they sometimes felt pbliged-}. f%?
_ to propose as even if ‘they félt that that wag too high. . ._'f;%
‘f‘ o Mone prqblematxc are the HOZ; of all 'cases,ﬁhén the ' '7f£
intérnationai.Jurylreverged the'scaie (e.qf’igiVihg?245-4 8?.3—%- :ﬁ
. 4 when the propased order o merit was 1-3-5) . g

t; ! J Thel rééults nf thé;ségond ﬁtoring_meeting held in %rascati _ .,é
:Iate 1984 have-not been fgliy*qnalyéeduxét.' | SR . ~/€%

‘ . \ , The‘fmnlicétinns 6f,the'resu1t§‘were discuséed at a 'ﬁgéting\\;é'gg
‘ Hn Hamburg §§=Febnuary, ;985. It.wgs ;nncluded tnat'in ?e?fé.cf a ’%
: gngat .efforf‘ thé.scnring me?ric/is too elastic #olallow inobus; . ;::2
' cross—national comparxsonsv of /;coreé on ény‘bne or gnodpﬁ of 'i%
- tasks. -Since there ‘is quxte a lot of interest in some b
' . —— . , ™ ‘ ¥
. international ;ombaniéon, some further,wonk iq‘peedea; There are }jﬁk
pfans.,tb'try tn improve the comparability ysing one task and wne ] ,é
_ﬁopulétinn( only. A Fobusflintérna;ional scale is creaied ana a | %
subsnmple of compogifions are'rescored.\~ This one task will then : f

be used for limited internationél COmpariéons. ‘ y ' ;

, . . \ ) e
) For anyone working in the asgessment\bf wrltten cdhposit1on ' %

R the resqan,qp an $Q:g;gggigngl attempt to create a fully com;;— i
- rable scoring procedure are not surprising. In fact, we have‘been E

) somewhat surpnised ,that we have been able to so}ve as ‘many -
prdblems'as ig'the ;asp While robust comparisons of achievement ) ;

' across countries are doubtfu}, we do not ~onsider that we "have o
_ failed 1n our attempt. It appears that tasks 1, 2, and S (;eel e

Design and Aims of the Study above) will be successfully - °

. acéomp11shed. That 13 more'éhan some of us dared to expect. \\‘ !
ERICT . - .7 BESTCOPY AVAMILABLE -



‘teaching. Lo 3

T s .\:&m TR o, O B A AT IR T ’-’._“:';h-»fj
: e .  t?:Q§.‘
) o o N T :
‘ = ,'IfNDEP.E*NDFINT VARIABLES \ |
- .
Figlre:-. li presents the maJor constructs that undbrly the

/

iarge set of variablqs used as. independent variabxes‘ Bétgiled

jinformation has been gathered bydquestzonnq;res,- 1nterviews and

written case ‘studies about the copfext of written ;ampositianj\\

A}

o

i

" The gathered information (covering hﬁndreds of ‘va?&ébiaé)_

will ﬁa used 'mainly  to, provide detailed dascriptiuns of ~ the
\ ; _

¢ . [

context and statgs.of*writinq in;trgétioﬁ‘in particibating coun—".

tries. A smaller subset of variables will probably be used in

some multivariate analyéeé‘hnd model teSting.
We are particularly, interes ? in the portra:ts of'writing

instruction thdt the very spec: Teag@ey . Questionnaire data
o Y B -

e !
\

REPURTING oF RESHtTS

will provide.

~

o There wlPll be both 1nternationa1 énd national report:ng on

‘the findings -aof | the study. Three 1nternatzonal repprts are -

planned. The fxrst volume will deal thn the dependent Variable.
ft wisl1 nge a detaxled account .of the probrems and 1ssues int-

valved in constructing an international set of writing tasks and

in ‘scoq&:gf?tudent s;rfpts using an internationally ﬁgreed~upon.

s -oring procedure, ‘The report is‘éxpected to be in manuscript

- ¢

o

-

form by the end of 1985. :

. \ '
The second volume will give a detailed description of the

context and practices of writing instruction in the participating

countries. . . L

( The th1rd volume will present the main results of the study.

This will probably be a set of parallel natzonal'portra1{s thh

some international comparisons. The extent of comparisons will

13
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depend bn-tne dbgrée_to whicn'the scoring is, in fact, comparable

%%f:q . in the participating ;ountrie?. 3 -
. ‘ , ) 4 ‘ | )
. . SOME CDNCLUDINB REMARhS -t
t In conclusion, we would like to maEe some persunal )
observatio.s. The IEA 9rit1ng study has been the most d1ff1:u1t '
7 . gnd labdridus task ever undertaken by either of us. It has forg *E;
: us toc tackle many pnoblems without being able to draw on any guéz b
mddels. The essure of deadlxnes has also been veru.heavy. f C .;jgf
L B On #he ntherfhand, the'IEA study has been . more 'r;wakding v ;éﬁ

[}
.

than ny other _Prnject we havehbeen workxng on. Facing new

problems . has been a -cdnstant\\:hallenge and given ‘us  .an

opportunzty to learn a lot. The chance to work on our problems R

with dedicated and experienced colleagues from all over the worLd_¢

LY

has been 'invaluable in finding justified and -adceptable

(f“lsolutionsl-lt has.Qlso taught us to be more sensitive to cultural
'\similarities ‘and differences. We have come to be more aware of -

the variety of ways in which-writing instruction can be arranged. .

\\ On the basis of the enthusiastic neception the,IEA,study has .

\

N .
had in our country, we are convinced that the project will have

a major impact or the teaching of compositions in Finland.
Through our participation in the IZA study, we in Finland will

J
get a first™ good na§1on§l/assessment of witing. In addition to

L2 — Y

g

that, we w111 be able td rqlate our situation to that in several

= RIS S RANTEECY Y .-.;1-"_. L TR ST T, LI IHBENIEIOYE LEE Ga
% a6 b RO o PICR At QR AN : e

. 3 / .
other countries. We have established close contacts with many
A\ 3

BN

colleagues in other countries.

A

There are plans to store a representative sample of student

vy

\ .
scripts in an internmational student text corpus. Several signs

4 _ * ']
indicate that there 1is growing interest to move from the /}f
assessment stage te a stage, when we can take a close look at o Y

-

the compositions themselves. * A number of cognitive, linguistic, é/"
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Lo rhetorical,, crﬁip—cultukal etc studies have béen tentatively

..."._‘ -\ ) N - - .

PR sketched during our’recent meatings. - = <.
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TABLE 1. Tested tasks per populsl.i‘oo in participating cow.. ies (plus a;;ne_ background ir@rmtion). <
[ . q- . » .
. ] 2 -

-% . ’ 1 ) s . .
. L Grades. Ages, Nedion Class Sizes angd Testing Detes for Tested Populations : . o ‘
. . tm':::m Miu m ‘ﬁ;:;fé:l‘. C.Im'au ' Tested' task¥fpopulation _
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Apbq'ndlx 1 - '
D Sample Scoring Sheot-

TASK 6 ' ARGUMENTATIVE/PERSUASIVE TOWPOSITION .

’

-,?oimlat.ion e | Student __ . Rater.

[ ..

A S  WITH, RESPECT TO WRITER's CHOISE /3
O ._ - "7 7V OF ATM AND READERSHIP
“ BN , e  Ilnadequate - i Excellent

Overall Impression

e _1\._ Quajit; _u_{d Scope of Content - B —r - '; __*_
SR . Slgﬁifitqnce of what is saj’d | ____

2.” Argumentation/Exposition

-

.....

l 8. Organization and Presentation of-Content
3. Organization of the whole text

+4. Organization of sub-units | o - :
i C. Styleand Tone -~ . -~ Y i

5. Choice'.o'f consistency of tone . - ~ . : ""*

b | 6. Choiée of words.and phrases, sentence " _ - g
© " structures, and larger units of S
o discourse .

\ n. Grammatical features o - ~ oy

| & Spelling and qrthog_uphic.conventions. ‘ - . .

\ F. Handwriting and neatness —_— j
, N ' Ce o

[ -Resgoniecf Rater - . | ' . - Low Medium High
. 8. My 'iuter;st.in’the composition is __ _ e

9. ]y sense of teing persuaded by
) the coaposition
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